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Before: CANBY, O’SCANNLAIN, and FISHER, Circuit Judges.

California state prisoner Tuanja Edward Anderson appeals from the district

court’s judgment denying his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition.  We have
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jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2253, and we affirm. 

Anderson contends that the evidence introduced at his trial was insufficient

to support a conviction for second-degree murder.  Based upon the evidence

adduced at trial, a rational trier of fact could have found that the prosecution

proved the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.  See Jackson

v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979).  Accordingly, the state court’s decision

rejecting Anderson’s claim was not contrary to, and did not involve an

unreasonable application of, clearly established federal law as determined by the

Supreme Court of the United States, nor was it based on an unreasonable

determination of the facts in light of the evidence presented in state court.  See

28 U.S.C. § 2254(d).

AFFIRMED.


